POLITICS 1s sometimes characterised as ‘the art of the possible’ - a
remark of Bismarck’s. But government’s reaching out for what is
‘possible’ must be enlightened by a deep sense of what is ‘right’.

Yet it seems that in our present age it is expediency and not
morality which guides the hand of government. And we see that
hand increasingly having a mind of its own.

Nic Tideman shows us how modern government’s taxation
has so easily avoided being what is right, and become simply a
“convenient exaction, undertaken by those in power to serve their
own purposes and lacking a suitable ethical rationale.”

Government of course must fight its corner, and spin the princi-
pal thread of public discourse. And political language is designed to
persuade. But the citizen must confront government dissemblance.

‘Presumed consent’ is Orwellian Newspeak for without consent. A
system of opt-out coercive organ removal is of course ‘possible’ - and
might well be expedient - but it is one more immoral government
take in the long tradition which includes conventional taxation.

Our ‘donation’ cover story is an instance of government that
has gone wrong; although, in this instance, more likely through
stupidity than wickedness; government’s proclivity for unethical
taxation, on the other hand, at root more an instance of the latter.

We must guard against such inclinations in government. Leslie
Blake reminds us of Plato’s dialogue in the Republic: “Say then,
my friend, in what manner does tyranny arise? — that it has a
democratic origin is evident”. Tyranny, observes Plato, “great
and famous...the fourth and worst disorder of a State...by fraud
and force takes away the property of others, not little by little but
wholesale; comprehending in one, things sacred as well as profane,
private and public”. ‘Presumed consent’ is the wholesale forced
taking of our sacred private earthly remains: a thing which only
can be given - by consent explicit — and not taken.

In the end the ‘presumed consent’ argument will be lost. But it
may be that, before any ethical argument wins the day, the property
rights question which inheres in the proposal will bring the defeat.

The organs needed for any transplant programme could be
delivered by a properly funded ongoing campaign of public edu-
cation and persuasion; indeed so they should be. But governments
don’t want to spend that money, and are taking the easy course.

Yet the unseen but logical corollary of a dead person’s body
being deemed a “societal resource’ - a public asset - is that, to the
degree that the body is of no public use, either in its parts or in
whole, it must properly be a public liability: so that fact too must be
provided for within any reform. Government has not yet thought
of it, and the medical professionals advocating ‘presumed consent’
have a too-tightly focused perspective to have considered it, but the
policy companion of coercive organ removal is the universal state
provision of funerals. Once government realises that point, and
does its sums, the economic imperative for this iniquitous reform
will evaporate, and with it any political calls for ‘presumed consent’
- which will free people, once again, to
‘give the gift of life’.
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